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1．Introductio爪
1．1．Grammaticalaspectandlexicalaspect
Itiswell－knownthatthereare twokindsof aspects，i．e．，grammatical
aspectandlexicalaspect（fordetails，SeeSmith（1994）and OIsen（1997））．
In English，grammaticalaspectisinstantiatedtyplCally by thesimpl and
progressiveformoftheverb，Whereaslexicalaspectisgen rally associated
With verbs and otherlexicalitems anddoesnot usuallyhavespecialgram－
maticalformsrepresentlnglt．
1．2．Grammaticalaspectandobjectdeletion
Ithasoftenbeenpointedoutthatgrammaticalaspecthassomeinflu－
ence ontheso－Calledobjectdeletion．1Thesimpleor perfective aspect peト
mitsa certainclassoftransitiveverbstogo withoutthedirectobjectas
ShowninthefollowlngeXamples，Withtheimpliedobjectsindicatedinthe
brackets．
（1）a．Horowitzpracticesdaily．［thepiano］（Rice（1988））
●Iwouldliketo expressspecialthanksto Proressor Hidekazu Suzukiror
valuablecomments．
Thisworkis supportedby theGrant for SpecialResearch ProJeCt forthe
TypologlCalInvestigationintoLa guagesandCulturesoftheEastand the
Westrrom theUniversityorTsukuba andthe1999－2000GrantofUniversltyOf
Tsukuba Research Pro】eCtS．
1we use theterm“objectdeletion”torererto cases whereanintransitive
Verb witha correspondingtransitiveverbimpliestheexistence ora ce tain
Object．Asa matteroffact，Objectdeletionca bedividedintotwo subtypes，
definiteobjectdeletiona dinderiniteobjectdeletion（seesection5forde－
tails），andthelatteris themainthemeorour discussion．Accordingly，nOte
thatwhenwe refertoobjectdeletion，WeuSually meanindefiniteobjectdele－
tion．
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b．Billalwaysinterrupts．［people，SOmeOne］（よわid．）
c．John always nibblesbeforedinner．［food］（よ占よd．）
d．Johnstealsforaliving．［things］（よわよd．）
e．Cecilmurders［people］；Max steals（sells，etC．）［things］．（Fraser
andRoss（1970））2
Usually，thesentencewith thesimplepresentformofa verbis citedasan
example，makingthepresentenseseem tobenecessary，buteven thepast
Simpleformallowsobjectdeletion．Ineither case，the verbasa generic
interpretation，eXpreSSlngtheprese torpasthabitualpropertyofthesub－
ject．AccordingtoD xon（1991：288），theprogressive orimperfectiveas－
pectas wellhassome effecton objectdeletion，aSShownin（2）and（3）．
（2）a．Sheisknitting．
b．事She knitted．
（3）a．Hehasbeensawingallmorning．
b．◆Hehassawn．
Here，WeaCCeptDixon’sclaim asitis，althoughesexamples may not
beconvinclng，becausebothゐ花よとandsα∽have anindependentintransitive
use accordingtoseveralEnglishdictionaries．3Probablytherere dialectal
variations．Thisaspectoftheinfluencesofa pecton objectdeletionwe
Onlymention andwe havenointentionofdealingwithithere，though
thereappeartobeinterestlngprOblemsyettobesolved．
1．3．Lexicalaspectandobjectdeletion
2Inthisexample，anOtherfactormayalsoberesponsibleforobjectdeletion，
namely，a SyntaCtic parallelstructure．
3The rollowlngeXamplesare foundin CoJJよ朋COβこ〃エ刀助gJよsんエα花g比αge
βよc£わ几αr）′：
（i）Theoldlady satinher doorwayndknitted．
（並）We’11havetosaw through thetree．
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Recently，Claimshavebeenmadethatlexicalaspectoftheverbplays
animportantroleinobjectdeletion．Wecan findsuchclaimsinBrisson
（1994）andHovavandLevin（1998）．Inesse ce，theirclaimsare similar
andthepolntisthatargumentsoftransitiveactivlty Verbs neednot be
expressed syntactically undera certaincondition．Theseargumentsare
called content argumentsbyGrimshaw（1993）andconstant participants
byHovavandLevin（1998）．BrissonandHovavandLevincl imthatthese
argumentscan beomittedbecausetheyhaveno roleintermsofaspector
eventstructure．Itisth facetoftheaspectuale汀ectson objectdeletion
thatwe are golngtOaddressinthispaper．WearegolngtOfocusourdis－
CuSSionon Brisson’sanalysISand showthatitisconfronted withsome
problems．Web lievethatwhat willbe saidis applicableto Hovav and
Levin’sanalysisaswell．WewillalsoconsiderOIsen’s（1997）viewoflexi－
Calaspectandits connection withBrisson’sanalysIS．
2．0vervieworBrisson’sanalysIS
Brissondealswiththerelationbetweenobjectdeletion（“unexpressed
objects”inherterms）andtwo groupsof verbs whichshow different
aspectualproperties．Thetwo groupsare calledthe乙〃r加verbsandthe
S∽e甲Verbs，reSpeCtively．Thetwo groupsof verbsBrisson dealswithare
thefollowlng：
（4）∽rねeverbs：Write，knit，bake，draw，paint，SeW，drink，type，dig，
eat
（5）sMe甲Verbs：SWeep，plow，paCk，dust，VaCuum，Clean，mOW，rake，
（study，read）4
Herpolntisthatonlythoseverbshavinga directinternalargumentwith
a certainaspectualproperty，namelys∽e甲Verbs，Can undergoobjectdele－
Accordingto Brisson，thelasttwo verbsin parenthesesdirr rrromother
S∽e印＼rerbsinthat theycan’ttakealocation argument．
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tioniftheysatisfya certain contextualcondition．5
2．1．Dyadicl〟r如verbsandβ∽e甲Verbs
Transitive乙〃rZとeverbs and s∽e甲Verbs sharea propertyofbehaving
as anactivityas wellasan accomplishment．However，∽rねeverbsdiffer
froms∽e甲Verbsinthatsome restrictionsareputon theactivltyreading
Oftheformer．Observethefollowlng：
（6）乱Johnwrotealetterinan hour．
b．Johnwrotelettersforan hour．
c．IJohnwrotetheletterforan hour．
Inordertogetan activity reading，∽rわe verbsmust takeanindefinite
pluralobject．6Brissoncallsthirestrictionhe bjecteffect．Furthermore，
accordingtoBrisson，∽r如verbscan onlyhaveaniterativeinterpretation
On theiractivityreadir唱．（6b）meansthatJohn’swritingalettertook
place severaltimesduringan hour．Theserestrictionsare characteristic of
accomplishment verbs．
Theparadigmaticsetof examples of s∽e甲Verbsisgiven n（7）．
（7）a．Jackswepta floorina hour．
b．Jacksweptfloors foran hour．
C．Jacksweptthe floor foran hour．
Unlike乙〟r托everbs，S∽e印Verbs donot showeithertheobjecteffector the
iterativityeffect．Thereare further differences．Forexample，∽r如verbs
5ForBrisson，Objectdeletiontakesa formorsuppressing syntactic realiza一
tionorthedirectinternalargumentora verb．
6日risson herselrstatesthat theobjectmust be
derinitenessrequirement alonec nnot ruleout
ん0比r，Whichisusuallyjudgedunacceptable．To
rality requirement．Tobemore precise，thisis
also getan activlty reading whentheobjectis
inと〃rJよepoe£rγOr dr∠几ゐゐeer．
inderinite．However，thein－
Joん几∽rO£eαJe㍑erノbrα几
do so，We muSt addtheplu－
not surricient either，rOrWe
aninderinitemass noun，aS
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entailaresultants ate，Whereasぶ∽e申Verbsdonot，aSShowninthe fol－
10WlngCOntraSt．
（8）Johnsweptthefloorintenminutes andthen tookff．Buthere’s
stilldirt alloverit！
（9）？？Marywrotetheletterintenminutes，butitdidn’tgetwritten！
In（9）theresultwhichislexically entailedisdisclaimed bytheclausein－
troducedbytheconJunCtion占山，andas aconsequencethesentenceisbad．
Incontrast，in（8）theresultis“a pragmaticallyfavoredresult”（Brisson
1994：94）andthereforeitcan becancelled．Basedon suchdifferences，
Brissontakes∽e甲Verbsas activity verbs．Asfortheaccomplishment－
1ike behaviorsh wnby（7a），Brissonattributesitto“a kindof‘jobis
done’reading”（よゐよd∴95）．Thatis，Whensomeonesweepssomewhere，mOSt
likelya floor，theycan finishaftera certainamount of sweeplng．
Accordingto Brisson，thisisnot an accomplishmentreading，buta
COmpletive reading withouta grammatically specified result state．Thus，
for Brisson，S抄e甲Verbsar activlty Verbs，theirappar ntaccomplishment
readingbeingtheresult of pragmaticinference．
2．2Monadic以）〟feverbs andβぴe甲Verbs
Both乙〟r如verbsand s∽e印Verbscan appearasintransitive verbs，aS
shownin（10）and（11）：
（10）a．Johnwroteforan hour．
b．◆Johnwroteinan hour．
（川a．Jacksweptforan hour．
b．Jacksweptinan hour．
Accordingto Brisson，intransitive乙〟r加verbsallowactivity reading with
noiteration，butdonot allow accomplishment readingas showni （10）．
Intransitives∽e甲 Verbs，in contrast，allowbothactivltyreading and
accomplishment－1ike readingas shownin（川．Brissontreats（11b）inthe
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same way as（7a）．
2．3．Brisson’sanalysisortheobjectsor比汀如verbs andβぴe甲Verbs
Brisson focuseson th differenceinaspectualpropertyb tweentheob－
］eCtSOfthe two’groupsof verbs．Theobjectof∽r如verbs，1ikethatof
Otheraccomplishments，functionsas an dentifier ofone ofthesubevents
oftheevent structureoftheaccomplishmentverbs（seeGrimshawand
Vikner（1993）fordetails）．Thus，intermsofaspectitplaysanimportant
role．Incontrast，theobjectof s乙〃e印Verbsisnotneededfortheidentifi－
Cationoftheevent structureof verbs．Inthisway theobjectargumentof
∽rたe verbs andthatof s∽e印Verbsare different．Brissongoe on to re－
1atethisdifferenceto thediffereれCeOf argumenthood pointedout by
Grimshaw（1993）．
Accordingto Brisson’sexplanation，Grimshawdividesargumentsof
verbsintotwo classes．One classis calledthecontent argumentandthe
Otherthestructureargument．Thecontentargumentis notlinkedto the
Semanticstructureoftheverb，butis onlya partoftheverb’s semantic
COntentWhichservestodistinguishverbswiththesame semanticstructure
fromeach other．The contrastbe weenthesemaIlticstructureandthese－
mantic contentisillustratedbyusingtwo verbs，meJとand／reeze．The
meanlngtheyshareisthesemanticstructurewhichis representedas“Ⅹ
CauSeSy tO Change state．”The meanlngWhichservesto distlnguishthese
Verbs constitutesthesemantic content．Therespective semanticcont ntsof
theseverbs，namely，‘‘turnfromsolidtoliquid’’and‘‘turnfromliquidto
SOlid”differentiatethe rmeanlngS．Althoughthesetransitiveverbsdonot
havea contentargument，theirargumentsbeingallstructure arguments，
activity verbslike sと㍑dッhave one．For example，in“studyEnglish，”the
Object助喀Jよsんisa content argument．Itaddsinformation abouttheevent
expressedbytheverb，butthisinformationisnotstructurallynecessary．
Basedon Grismshaw’sdi tinction，Brissonassumes thatheobjectof
∽rたe verbsisa tructureargumentandthatof s∽e印Verbsisa content
argument．Theobjectof乙〃rねeverbsis，therefore，neCeSSaryforidentifying
theevent structureoftheverbs，Whereastheobjectof s∽e印Verbsisnot．
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Itisimportanttonotethatbecausetheobjectofs∽e甲Verbsisa content
argumentandnotrequiredforeventstructureidentification，it neednot
beexpressedsyntactically andcan bedeletedifanapproprlateCOnditionis
fulfilled．7Takingthesedifferencesintoco sideration，Brissonanaly esthe
monadicformsof乙〟rよ£everbs and sMe甲Verbsqult differently．、Usually，
bothare regardedas objectdeletionverbs．Buttheobjectof乙〃r托everbs
issyntacticallyob igatorybecauseitisastructure argumentandislinked
to thevent structureoftheverbs．Therefore，aCCOrdingtoB isson’sthe－
Ory，itcanneverbedeletedoromitted．Consequently，themonadicformof
∽rたe verbsisnotregardedas theresultofobjectdeletion．Ontheother
hand，becausetheobjectof s∽e印Verbsisa content argumentandnot
linkedto thevent structureoftheverbs，itcan be deleted．Brissonpro－
posesthefollowlngtWOlicenslngCOnditionson objectdeletion．
（1功grammaticallicensingcondition：StruCtureargumentS muStbeex－
pressed．
（13）contextuallicensingcondition：theunexpressedobjectmustbeunder－
stood．
Theobjectoftransitives∽e甲Verbs neednotsatisfythecondition（1乱so
that theirobjectsor content argumentscan beomitted，ifthecondition
7HovavandLevin（1998）makessimilar analysis ofs∽e叩Verbs．Inract，
theiranalysisisbasedon both Grimshaw’sideaandBrisson’s．Grimshaw’s
StruCtureand contentargument correspondto theirstructureand constant
particlpant，reSpeCtively・ThestructureparticIPantislicensedby thevent
StruCturetemplateand theconstant，Whiletheconstantparticipantby the
COnStantalone・Thesetwo typesor particlpantSare gOVernedby thedistinct
COnditionson syntactic realization．Thestructurparticipantmust be real－
izedsyntactically，Whereasth contentparticipant need not．However，the
COntentOfa constantparticlpantmuSt berecoverable，Whetherconstant
particIPantis syntacticallyexpressedor not．Itmay beunexpressed whena
Certaincontextualconditionismet・Withrespecttos∽e叩Verbs，theirsecond
Particlpant，Which correspondstotheobjectparticlpant，isa constant par－
ticlpantandthereforeisnotrequiredroreventstructureidentirication．So，in
prlnClple，itcan be dispensedwith syntactically・
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（13）ismet．Accordingly，S∽e甲Verbsare alwaystransitiveandtheirintran－
sitiveformisonlya surface variant ofthe transitiveform．Ontheother
hand，theobjectoftransitive乙〟r托everbsisa structure argumentand
thereforeitmus satisfythecondition（12）．Hence，theimpossibilityof ob－
JeCtdeletion．Thismeans thatintransitive乙〟r加verbsarepureintransitive
verbs．8Theyare supposedtoexistindependentlylnthelexiconwithno al－
ternationrelationto their transitivecounterparts．9
3．Contentandstructure arguments andobjeetdeletion
To repeatBrisson’sidea，COntentargumentSare nOtlinkedto the
event structureoftheverb andthustheyarein prlnCiplesusceptibleofob－
〕eCtdeletion，Whilestructuralargumentsarelinkedto theverb’sevent
structureand accordinglytheyare neverallowedto be deleted．
Theideaofstructure argumentsblocking deletionisnot unlqueand
can be foundelsewhere．Tenny（1994）considersthefollowingtwo groups
Of verbs whosedirectinternalargumentf nctionsas a measurlng argu－
ment．
（14）a．わreαゐverbs：break，CraCk，Shatter，SmaSh，Split，tear，…
b．わe乃．dverbs：bend，Crumble，fold，StretCh，Wrinkle，…
Tennystatesthat“Verbsof change ofstateare verbs whichreq㍑よrea
measuring argument，thatis，Verbs whiche材orcea delim tingchange of
state，Orimpartan endstate entailmenton th interpretation．Theseverbs
donot havetheoptlOnOfbeingused withouta measurlng argument”
（Tenny1994：46））．Theverbsin（畑arellaccomplishment verbsandso
8Brissonclaimsthat thereare caseswheretheunderstoodbjectisnotnec－
essaryforintransitive乙〟rねeverbs・Butwearenotsu how she accountsfor
thecasesin which certainobjectsareimplied．Seethediscussioninsection
7．
9Thesestatementsare basedon Brisson’s followingremarks．“Ibelievethat
？emuStCOnCludethattheunspec汀iedobjectalternation．0＝hisverb［Mriとe］
1S nOt an’alternation’at all．Rather，thereare two varlantSOftheverbin
thelexicon”（Brisson1994：98）．
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theirinternalargumentisa structureargument．However，Tennydiffers
from Brissoninthatshe allowstheprocessofobjectdeletiont affect
Otheraccomplishment verbs．Forexample，thetransitiveeα亡issupposedto
Changeintoitsintransitivecoun erpartthrough theprocessoferaslngltS
measurlngargument．Brisson wouldnotallowsuchan operation．Buthere
we wonderifthereisanindependent motivationforprohibitingsucha
process．Wenow turn toc nsiderthisquestion．
4．01sen’svieworlexicalaspeet
OIsenproposesan analysis oflexicalaspectintermsof privativese－
manticfeatures．Accordingto OIsen，fourmainclassesof▼verballexical
aspect，namely，State，aCtivlty，aCCOmplishmentand achievementcan be
CharacterizedbythreeprlVativefeatures“markedintherepresentation of
a verb’ssemantics：［＋dynamic］，［＋durative］，and［＋telic］”（01sen1994
：25）．State，forinstance，isspecified onlya ［十durative］，theremaining
two featuresleftunspecified．This marked semanticfeature［＋durative］
doesnotdeterminetheverb’s aspectualinterpretation，butratherlimits
it．Itisassumedthatheplusvaluedfthemarked semanticfeaturenever
changes．Therefore，［＋durative］isconstant and stateis alwaysdur tive．
Defaultinterpretationofs AteisequlValentto thefullyspecifiedv rsion，
［＋durative］，トdynamic］，and［－telic］inan equipollentanalysis．One
advantage ofa prlVativeanalysISOVer anequlpOllent analysISisthat the
formercan explainaspectualchangemore easily．Itis often polntedout
thatstateverbscan appearincertainconstructionswhichforce dynamic
interpretation．ObservethefollowlngeXamplesfrom OIsen．
（19a．Whatthegarbagedidwas stink．
b．The recent assaultforced Tedto know whereJaewas at all
times．
C．Eliswas deliberatelysilent．
Inthesecases，OneOftheunspecifiedfeatur sofstate，thatis，［dynamic］，
ispositivelyspecified，reSultingina reading associated with activltyOr
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Change．Inan equlpOllentanalysIS，in whicheverysemanticfeatureis
SpeCifiedas eitherplusor minus，itis ratherhardtoexplain why andhow
a minus valuemay bechangedintoa plusvalueanda plus value may
neverbechangedintoa minus value．
Thus，01sen’s hypothesisro ib ts aspectualchangewhi resultsina
Changeofvalueofa markedfeature，becausea marked aspectualfeature
must remain constant．Itservesto put a severerestrictionon possible
aspectualchange，allowlngOnlytheaddition oftheplusvalueofan un－
markedfeature．
Now we returnto thequestion raisedinthelastpartof section3．
Whenwe seeBrisson’sanalysIS Of乙〃rよ£everbsinlight ofOIsen’sypothe－
sis，We realizethat theresulthappenstoobeythathypothesis．Ifwe tried
torelateransitive∽r加verbsandintransitive乙〃rよ£e verbs viaobj ctde－
1etionjustlikes乙〃e甲Verbs，itwouldbeinconflict withOIsen’shypothe－
sis，becausethemarkedfeature［＋telic］wouldchangeto［－telic］．10
Consequently，Brisson’sideaf excluding乙〃r加verbsfromobjectdeletion
verbsmay finda supportfrom OIsen’s hypothesis．Wewillshow，however，
thatBrissonhasgonetoofarinthatshehasreJeCtedhealternation rela－
tionbetweentransitiveuノr托e verbs andintransitivecounterpartscom－
pletely．
5．Twotypesorobjectdeletion
Fillmore（1986）pointsoutthatthereare two typesofobjectdeletion．
Oneinvolvesindefiniteobjects．Wewillcallitindefiniteobjectdeletion．11
Theotherinvolvesdefiniteobjectsandthiswe willcalldefiniteobjectde－
1etion．In thecaseofindefiniteobjectdeletion，anunderstoodbjectise 一
ーO
Generally，aSPeCtualchange，Oftencall d aspectualtype－Shirting，OCCurS
whena verbappearswith certain other constituents orin certain pragmatic
contexts（see，Jor example，01sen（1994））．Thatis，aSpeCtualchangeisusu－
allyassociatedwiththeadditionrconstituentsto a verb．Thoughobjectde－
letionmightbe somewhat peculiarinth t thesubtractionisinvoIved，We
treatitas acase of aspectualchange．
■t
Notethatour objectdeletionisonlya subpart orIJillmore’snullcomple－
ments which，aSthename suggests，COVer Wider range ordeletion．
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therverygeneralasin（16a）orissemanticallyspecializedasin（16b）．
（拍a．Whenmy tonguewas paralyzedIcouldn’teator drink．
b．We’vealreadyeaten．
In（16a）theunderstoodobjectiss叫〝andin（16b）itisαmeα′，aCCOrding
toFillmore．12We believethats∽e申VerbsBrisson dealswithfallunderin－
definiteobjectdeletion．Asregardsthecontextuallicenslng COnditionfor
S∽e印Verbs，Brissontatesthatit“requlreS thatan unexpressedobject
must besomehowunderstoodinthecontextin whichthesentenceisut－
tered．Thiscondition willbe metiftheclass of possibleobjectsforthe
Verbisbothlimitedenoughand common enoughthatthere’snot much
chanceof misunderstandingiftheobjectisleft out”（Brisson1994：97）．
As fors∽e（pVerbs shetatesthat“mostoftheverbsinthes∽e甲grOup
are verbs of cleanlngOr agrlCulture．Verbs ofthistypeallmeetthecon－
textualconditionbecausethejobofkeeplngOne’shouseholdcleaniscom－
mon to nearly everyone．Soth classofobjectsiscommon enough．Itis
alsolimited enough，becausethereissome prototyplCalobjectassocia ed
Withtheseverbs：OneSWeepSthefloor，plowsa field，mOWSthelawn”
（よ占∠d．）．13Weunderstandthischaracterizationto beessentially equivalent
to thatoftheindefiniteand specificobjectdeletion discussedin Lehrer
（1970）andFillmore（1986）．
In thecaseofdefinite deletion，deletedobject“mustberetrieved from
Ⅰ2Fillmoreuses thewordsれJ〝inplace of some紙よ花g．Accordingto Lehrer
（1970），“eatSOmething”and“drinksomething”maynot be equivalentto
“eat”and“drink，”the rormer beingabletoimplyp九γSよcαgOむJecとSand如一
比城respectively，Whichcorrespondto theselectionalrestriction orthe verbs．
Thesimpleeαとanddrよ几ゐimplymorespecificobjects，nチmely，ルodorα
meαJandゐeuerαge，reSpeCtively．Thought eyare generallnmeaning，they
are nonetheless speciric．Here，Weare gOingto adhereto Lehrer’sanalysIS
andassume thedeleted■objectsf eα£andrよ花たto bespeciric．
13Itisnotclear whetherthislicensingconditionis powerruland restrictive
enoughtobeableto dowithout anylexicalspeciricationo thedeletableob－
】eCtSand recoverthedeletedobjectcorrectly．We willshowin section6that
thereare exampleswhichthelicensingconditionappearsto failto handle．
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somethinggiue花inthecontext”（Fillmore1986：96））．Observethefollow－
ingexamplefromLehrer（1970）．
（17）Itriedt？1earnto playthepianobutIcan’tplay wellyet．
In（17Ltheunderstoodbjectis”thepiano”whichis presentinthepreced－
1ngCOOrdinatedclause．
6．Twotypesorobjeetdeletionand aspectualchange
Amongthetwo typesofobjectdeletion，definiteobjectdeletion，aS
exemplifiedin（17），doesnotaffecttheverb’slexicalaspect．（18）isa further
example ofthistype．
（咽Johndidn’twanttocontinuethe bridgegame，butHenrywantedto
continue．（Lehrer（1970））
Here，CO几£よ花比eisinterpretedasequlValenttoco几とi花㍑e亡んeわrよ（なegαmeand
SO thereisno changein aspectualproperty．Inc ntrast，inthecase ofin－
definite deletion，intransitive formscan beaccompaniedbya change of
themarkedfeatureofthelexicalaspectofthecorrespondingtransitive
forms．As fors∽e甲Verbs，WeCan Showthat Brisson’sanalysISiscon－
formlngtOOIsen’s hypothesis．Transitives∽e申Verbs withbothatelic and
telicreadingsbecomeintransitive withthesamerangeofreadingsthrough
Brisson’sversion ofobjectdeletion．Sothereisno aspectualchange（for
theverbeα亡See thediscussioninsection8）．Furthermore，Withrespecto
thealternation of atelic andtelicreadings，Brissonassumes theatelic
reading ofぶ∽e甲VerbsisbasicandthetelicreadinglS Obtainedyprag－
maticinference，SOtherelevantaspectualchangeisfromatelicto telic
andisin accordwithOIsen’s hypothesis．Ontheotherhand，With乙〟rたe
verbs，tranSitiveformsare telicandintransitiveformsatelic．Therefore，
as wehavealready pointed outin section4，ifwe appliedtotheseverbs
theparticularfo mulationofobjectdeletionproposedby Brisson for
S∽e申Verbs，itwouldbeincompatiblewithOIsen’s hypothesis，because
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0bjectdeletionwouldcause aspectualchangefromtelicto atelic．Thus，
Brisson’smove tobar乙〟r加verbsfromundergolngObjectdeletionhappens
tobein harmonywithOIsen’s hypothesis，althoughin fact hermoveis
problematical，aS Willbe showninthefollowlngSeCtion．
7．ProblemswithBrisson’sanalysis
Thereare severalproblems withBrisson’sanalysIS．We willtakethem
up one byone．
The firstproblemto bepresented mightnot bea realproblemfor
Brisson．WehavetransitiveactivltyVerbs whichdonotallowtheirobject
tobedeleted，forexample，ル払戊sん0比Jdcomわ◆（んよsんαよr）．14Itmay bea
COuntereXampletoBrisson’sanalysIS，becausetheauxiliary conditionasso－
CiatedwithBrisson’scontextuallicenslng COndition，thatis，thedeletable
Objectmust be bothcommon enoughandlimited enough，Can’tseem to
dealwithitsuccessfully．Theobjectん∠sゐαよrseemstobecommon andlim－
itedenoughin relationtotheverbcom占，yetitcan’tbe deleted．However，
itwouldbeeasyforBrissont amendherconditionso thatitwillbe able
toexplain suchcases．
Thesecondproblemconcernsthepossibility ofdefiniteobjectdeletion
Withsome accomplishment verbs．ThefollowlngeXamples ofdefiniteob－
jectdeletionare givenbyFillmore（1986）whichcontainaccomplishment
verbs．
（19）a．Theyacceptedmy offer．
b．Theyaccepted．
位α a．They closedth shop early．
b．Theyclosed early．
（Zl）a．Sheop nedtheshopearly．
b．Sheopenedearly．
We can add∂比よJdand乙〃αSんasfurtherxamplesof accomplishmentverbs
11ThisexampleiscitedrromRice（1988）
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Which allowdefiniteobjectdeletion（see Lehrer（1970））．Itmightnot be
fairtoBrissontousetheseexamplesasposlngaprOblemforhe analysIS，
because，aSWe haveshown above，Sheseems to be dealingwithindefinite
Objectdeletiononly．15Nonetheless，SinceBrissonclaimsthat theobjectof
accomplishment verbsmust besyntactically expressed，a Violation will
OCCurOfthegrammaticallicenslng COnditioniftheobjectisunexpressed，
unlessdefiniteobjectdeletionis takenas overrulingtheeffect ofthe
grammaticallicenslng COndition．These examplesthereforemay offera
problemto Brisson．Itisobviousthatwe cannot resortt thesplithy－
pothesis whichBrissonusesfor乙〟rたeverbs，Wheret intransitiveformis
treatedas completelyindependent of anddistinct fromthe transitive
form，becauseth seare casesofdefinite deletionandina senseexamples
Ofa trueobjectdeletion，anintransitive form directlyrelatedtoa transi－
tiveform．
Thethirdproblemtobenotedis relatedto hesimilarity ofbehavior
betweenmonadic s∽e印Verbs and乙〃r加verbs，Specifically，the contextual
COnditionw uldbeequally applicableto比′rよとev rbsifwe supposedthem
to uれdergoobjectdeletionc traBrissorl．Eachof乙〃r加verbscanimply
SpeCificobjects，justlike古∽e印Verbs．Infact，aCCOrdingtoLehrer’sclassi－
fication，SeVenOftheuノrよ己ev rbs，namelyわαねdm叫drよ花ゐ，pαよ略とツpe，
eα亡，∽rたeandthreeofthes∽e甲Verbs，pわ叫reαd，andpαCゐbelongto ei－
ther typeIor typeII，bothtypes eing basicallysimilarbecauseunder－
StOOdobjectsareindefinite and specific．Brisson speculatesthat乙〟rたe
Verbs，though usually consideredto beobjectdeletionverbs，maynOt al－
WayS requlreth objecttobepresentintheirrepresentation．Brissonsays
that“Itispossibleto writeinthesand，forexample，OrWriteon the
15InHovavandLevin’saccountof∽由eand化b，Whichtheyregardasmem－
bersofぶ∽eepVerbs，itappearsthat thedistinction betweenindefinite dele－
tionanddefinite deletionis blurI，edwhentheystatethatbecausetheseverbs
are not associatedwitha particularsurrace unlike s∽e印，“anintransitive
useis possible onlyifthereisu汀icientcontextavailablethat ther levant
surfacecan be determined”（Hovavand Levin（1998：115））．Though
judgementishardtomake onlyrromthistatement，itseemsthat比ノわeand
r比わarelikelyto becases ofderinite deletion．
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blackboard，inwhichcaseonedoesn’twrite‘something’”（Brisson1994：
99）．Butas Lehrerpoints out，theintransitive verb比Jr加usuallyimplies
specificobjects，namely，WOrds，1etters，OrSentenCeS．16Thus，Brissonap－
pearstofailto takenot ofthiscommon propertyexhibitedbythesetwo
groupsof verbs whens goesso faras to dispensewithobjectdeletion
analysISOfintransitive比′rたe verbs．Brissonmustexplain whyintransitive
∽rたeverbsandintransitives∽e印Verbsaresimilarinthatheyc n mply
Semantically specializedobjects．Onepossible explanationforth sproblem
willbeglVenbypositinglntranSitivecounterpartsofbothgroupsoftran－
Sitive verbsinthelexiconwithdeletableobjectsspecifiedforeachof
them，followlngLehrer’sanalysis．Theeffectofobjectdeletionisreflected
in thespecification ofdeletableobjectsinthelexicalentryofintransitive
forms．Butwe are facedwithone dilemma，Whichisthatby treatlng
intrasitive乙Urねeverbsas relatedto theirt ansitivecounterpartshrough
Objectdeletion，Wehavedifficultiesinavo dingtheaspectualchangefrom
telictoatelic．一Applyingobjectdeletionanalysisto乙〟r加verbsmeans that
transitiveformsare basic，andconsequentlythelexicalaspectof transi－
tiveformsisnaturallytakenas basid．Itwillleaveus withtwo alterna－
tivemoves tomake．OneistosticktoOIsen’shypothesis，but thiswould
requireus toexpelobjectdeletion fromtherealm of aspectualchange．17It
isnotclearwhetheritis possibletodoso under ourassumptionabout ob－
jectdeletion．Thesecondisto decidethatOIsen’s hypothesisisinthe
WrOng，takingtheaspectualchangeassociatedwiththealternationof乙〟rたe
Verbsas a counterexample．Unfortunately，Weare nOtina positionto
Choosefromthesetwo alternatives，SOWe muStleavetheproblemopen．18
160thermembers orthe比ノr∠£ev rbsbehavesimilarly accordingto Lehrer．
t70nemightdothisbylimitlngaSpeCtualchangeto thecasein whicha sin－
glelexicalitemisinvoIved，aSSumingthatseparatelexicalitemsinthelexi－
COn areirrelevantto aspectualchange．OnthisassumptlOn，thev rb r上J几∠花
Joん花rα几and thatinJoん几rαれと0£んeぶぬと∠0れare thesame slngle verb，
Whereasthe transitiverormand theinransitiverorm or 比′rよとeands∽e印
Verbsare not，becausetheyarelisted separatelylnth exicon．But，WeWill
needtohavesomeindependentprinciplewhich willguide usin makingsuch
a distinction．
柑WearegolngtOgiveonemorecase which mightdisfavorOIsen’shypothe－
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The fourthproblemisthatitisnotclearhow乙〃r加verbscanimply
Objectsatallwhentheyhaveno structuralnor contentarguments，ifthe
implicationofa objectdependssolelyon thepresenceof suchan argu－
ment atsomelevelofrepresentation，Whichist ecase with s∽e甲Verbs．
Maybe Brisson hassome w y torecoverdeletedobjectsinhermind，but
thatmayleadtoanotherproblem．Itconcerns thenecessityforBrissonto
use content argumentstoexplaintheunderstoodbjectsof s∽e甲Verbs．If
theunderstoodbjectsofintransitive乙〃r加verbs，WhosepropertylS Very
Similarto thatofintransitives∽e甲 Verbs，Canberecovered somehow
Withoutpostulatlnglmplicit arguments，itmay wellbe ques ionedwhether
COntent argumentSare neCeSSaryforintransitives∽e甲Verbsat all．
8．Treatmentor theintransitiveeαと－a prOpOSal
Brisson findstheaspectualproperty oftheintransitiveeαとtrouble－
SOme tOheranalysIS．Shenot sthateα亡，amember ofintransitive比Jr加
Verbs，permitsbothactivity and accomplishment readings andmoreover，
intransitiveeα亡StrOnglylmpliesa telicor accomplishmentr adinglnthe
unmarkedcase．Rice（1988）alsonotesthat thedefaultreadingofthesen－
tenceJo／∽αとeisJo／∽αとeαmeαg，Whichsuggeststhathedefaultreading
Oftheintransitiveeα己isan accomplishment reading．19In orderto deal
WiththisexceptlOnalbehavior of eα亡，Brissonproposesto considerthese
two uses of eαとSeparately．IfwelgnOretheunmarkedness ofan accom－
plishment readingforthemoment andsee theambigultyOr VagueneSSOf
theintransitiveeαとinlight ofOIsen’s theory，Wefindthat thisisthere－
Sultofan expectedaspectualchangeinso faras we can assumethat the
verbisan activity verblike other乙〃rたe verbs．Onthisassumptio ，itis
justthatunmarkedfeature［telic］oftheverbbecomesprominent，Which
sisin section9．
∫90ntheotherhand，Tenny（1994）claimsthattheintralisitiveeα£isanactiv－
ityverb，While atthesametimeshestatesthattheimpliedobjectortheverb
isαmeαg．IftheimpliedobjectisαmeαJ，thenwe expectan accomplishment
reading，butTennyreJeCtShesentence創JJαとeよ几ノO m∠几比とesas unaccept－
able．Itisnotclear why suchanincompatibilitylSpOS ible．Anyway，there
seem to be dialectalvariationss t which orthetwo readingsisravored．
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isalsothecasewith s∽e甲Verbs whichare basicallyactivity verbs，but
allowan accomplishment－1ikeor telicreadingas well．劫Ifwe supposethe
intransitiveeα£tobean activlty Verb andtreatan accomplishment read－
1ngaS a reSult of aspectualchange，WemuSt eXplainwhy an accomplish－
mentreadingisdominant．Wecan do this bylettlngpragmaticinferepce
decidetheinterpretation．Among thetwo kindsofdeletableobjects（see
Lehrer（1970）and Onozuka（1997）），incaseadelimitingobject，αmeαg，is
inferred，Wegetan aCCOmplishmentreading，Whichisdominant，atleast
for BrissonandRice．210therwise，Whenanon－delimitingobject，／00（ゴisin－
ferred，itglVeSan aCtivity reading．Then，prObably，itisnot necessaryto
Set uptWO distincteα己’s．
9．ThevalidityorOIsen’shypothesis
OIsen hypothesizesthat themarkedfeaturewillneverchangeitsplus
Value．Althoughthisholds trueingeneral，thereare aspectualchanges
Whichseem tocontradictherhypothesis．Onesuchcase hasalreadybeen
discussedinsection7with respectto thealternationof乙〟r加verbs．Here
wegiveonemorecase．AccordingtoSmith（1997：115），Whenanaspectual
Clashoccursina sentencebetweena accomplishmentv rbanda durative
adverbial，the resultisan atel cinterpretation whichis compatible with
theadverbial．
（ZZ）a．Jerryw otea reportfortwo hours．
b．Jerry did2hoursof report－Writlng．
（22a）isan exampleof sucha clashand（22b）representstheatelicinter－
pretationof（22a）．Thismeans that thef ature［＋telic］canchangeinto
20Notethatwith respectto s∽eep Verbs，the aspectualchangeisctuallya
Changefroman atelic situationto a telicsituation，nOtOne rrOmaCtivltytO
accomplishment，aCCOrdingto Brisson’s distinction．
21Herewe rollow Lehrer’sanalysIS andassume that thed letableobjectsor
theverbeα£are speciriedinthelexicon．Thisas umptlOnmightbeunneces－
SaryirBrisson’scontextuallicensing condition couldrecover thedeletedob－
JeCtprOperly．
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トtelic］．Wearenotcertainhow naturalexamplessuchas（22a）are，but
ifsuch aninterpretationis possibleat all，it m ghtbesaidthatOIsen’s
hypothesisistoo trong．Thus wemustdrawa conclusionthatitsvalidity
isyettobepr？Ved・
10．Conclusion
Althoughtheproposalitselfis veryintrlgulng，We‘haveto conclude
thatwe cannotfindin Brisson’sargument anytrulyconvinclngreaSOnfor
reJeCtingobjectdeletionanalysisfor乙〟rわev rbs．Giventhesimilarity of
thepropertyofthedeletableobjectsbetween乙〃r托everbs and s∽e甲Verbs，
Brisson’s differentiationofthese twogroupsof verbsasedon thecon－
trastbetweencontent argumentsa d tructure argumentshas beenshown
to beproblematicalin severalrespects．WebelieveRice（1988）isqu te
rightinsaylngthat“Omittedobjectsare stillobjects，Whichisto say
that theyare stillpresentatsomelevelof organization，perhapsnot ata
lexicalorsyntacticlevel，but certainlyat a conceptualone．Mostimpor－
tantly，theobjectdoesnot go awaywhenitisomitted’’（Rice1988：203）．
Ricealso polntS Outthatthepossibility ofobjectdeletionisaffectedby
Variousfactorsanddiscussesveralgeneralizations whichare notbound
toparticular verbs．22AsforwhatBrissonhasrevealed about s∽e甲Verbs，
itmightconstitutean additionalgeneralization aboutindefiniteobjecde－
22Forexample，thereisa generalizationhatverbs witha basicmeaningor
a neutralmeaningtendsto allowobjectdeletionas shownin（i）and（止）．
（i）a．Celiaate．
b．●Celianibbled／chewed／devoured／gobbled．
（止）a．Hemingwaydrank．
b，◆Hemingwaysipped／guzzled．
We believeitissafeto say that thecases Ricediscussesare examples ofin－
definiteobjectdeletion．
By theway，itisinterestingto otethatitseems to bepossibleto restate
thisobservationby RiceinBrisson’sterms：namely，Verbswiththeleastse－
manticcontentamong thoseverbs containingthesame semanticstructure
tendsto allowobjectdeletion，althoughBrisson herselfwou dnot accept
sucha statementbecauseα£ and dri几ゐare accomplishment verbs and
Shouldnot allowobjectdeletion．
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1etion basedon averb’sa pectualproperty．Theg neralizationisthat
transitiveverbsexpresslngaCtivitytendtoallowindefiniteobjectdeletion．お
Therefore，puttlngaSideherformulationofobjectdeletion，WeagreeWith
Brissonthattheaspectualproperty of s∽e申Verbs，namelytheirstatusas
activity verbs，hassome relevancetoobjectdeletion，butwe disagreewith
herideaof excluding乙〟rたeve bsfromthedomainofobjectdeletion．
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